multiplicity of its relationship to the social sciences within both French and international research. In doing so, I hope to enrich our readings of Simon Schaffer, historian of science at the University of Cambridge. The second part of this article will focus on a discussion of his text published in this issue of the Annales.
A wave of works from different historiographical traditions have recently been translated into French, all of which share a strong linguistic and institutional grounding in the anglophone world. In chronological order of their publication, they include: a collection of Schaffer's articles published over the last thirty years, primarily in the 1990s 1 ; a book by Steven Shapin, historian of science at Harvard, first published in 1994 2 ; and a text by Lorraine Daston, a historian of science based in Chicago and Berlin, chosen from among her abundant corpus and first published in 1995.
3 These works refer back to different epistemological approaches that have (or have not) been systematized and which dialogue with each other either directly or indirectly. It is useful to emphasize that, at a time when the scope of the longue durée addressed in the social sciences in France seems to be shrinking, these authors are all specialists of the early modern and modern periods-or have at least developed their research based on extended periods of time that often straddle the traditional French dividing line set at the Revolution. 4 Each of these Seuil, 2014) . This work constitutes one of the author's first "books," published three years after a collection of articles translated into Spanish: Schaffer, Trabajos de cristal: Ensayos de historia de la ciencia, 1650-1900, trans. Miguel Martiénez-Lage and Juan Pimentel (Madrid: Marcial Pons, 2011). The Spanish volume proposes a different selection of texts that throws the technological dimension of the investigation Schaffer has been conducting over the years into clearer relief. All of the articles chosen for the French volume, with the exception of "Newton on the Beach," were written between the mid-1980s and the mid1990s. It should also be highlighted that the volume's title was chosen by the editor and not the author.
Steven Shapin, Une histoire sociale de la vérité. Science et mondanité dans l'Angleterre du
was still focused on a French vision of the discipline and its French references. 8 It was also a sign that the grand narrative of modern science, primarily represented in the mid-twentieth century by the work of Alexandre Koyré, could potentially be revised. Though he contributed to bringing together history and the history of science-traditionally dominated by philosophers and largely oriented toward the physical and mathematical sciences-Koyré nonetheless remained a man of "the history of scientific thought," 9 as reflected in the title of the chair created for him, with the active support of Fernand Braudel, in the newly established Sixth Section of the École pratique des hautes études, specializing in economic and social sciences. The Centre de recherche en histoire des sciences et des techniques, which was added to it in 1958, was renamed after Koyré two years after his death in 1964 and pursued the research program he had forged.
Twenty years later, from the mid-1980s, studies emerging from across the Channel or the Atlantic, but also from related disciplines, encouraged a shift from thought to practice, from texts to individuals and the political, social, and economic dynamics that enveloped the question of "making science." The study of scholarly controversies, inherited from science studies, diversified the types of objects considered, while the exploration of patronage and sociabilities brought in new kinds of actors. Each following their own distinct trajectory, and despite the original English version of one being written almost ten years before the other, the books by Biagioli and Shapin and Schaffer called for new investigations into the historicization of the production of science. They confirmed the possibility of considering 8 . As early as 1982, Michel Callon and Bruno Latour edited a collection of Englishlanguage articles translated into French and entitled La science telle qu'elle se fait. Anthologie de la sociologie des sciences de langue anglaise (Paris: Pandore, 1982). It was reprinted in 1991 by Éditions La Découverte, and its immediate reception calls out to be studied. The volume made two of Shapin's articles available in French: "Pump and Circumstance: Robert Boyle's Literary Technology," Social Studies of Science 14 (1984): 481-520, appeared as "Une pompe de circonstance : la technologie littéraire de Boyle"; "Phrenological Knowledge and the Social Structure of Early Nineteenth-Century Edinburgh," Annals of Science 32, no. 3 (1975) : 219-43, as "La politique des cerveaux : la querelle phrénologique au XIX e siècle à Édimbourg." 9. Alexandre Koyré, From the Closed World to the Infinite Universe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1957), vii: "Time and again, when studying the history of scientific and philosophical thought in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries-they are, indeed, so closely interrelated and linked together that, separated, they become ununderstandable-I have been forced to recognize, as many others have before me, that during this period human, or at least European, minds underwent a deep revolution which changed the very framework and patterns of our thinking and of which modern science and modern philosophy are, at the same time, the root and the fruit. This revolution or, as it has been called, this 'crisis of European consciousness,' has been described and explained in many different ways." Koyré's two major works centered on the history of philosophical thought and on the history of scientific thought: Études d'histoire de la pensée philosophique (Paris: Armand Colin, 1961), and Études d'histoire de la pensée scientifique (Paris: PUF, 1966). On Koyré, see: Pietro Redondi, ed., "Science: The Renaissance of a History," special issue, History and Technology: An International Journal 4, no. 1/4 (1987); Koyré, De la mystique à la science. Cours, conférences et documents , ed. Pietro Redondi (Paris: Éd. de l'EHESS, 1986).
the post-Koyré turn in France at a moment when other indicators announced that the time had come to put science into context. 10 The different fates of these two books (the first of which has yet to be translated into French) provide a good indication of the various inflections and phases of the debate that began in the 1990s within the framework of increasingly internationalized and interdisciplinary research.
11 In France, this broadly included philosophers, historians, anthropologists, economists, and sociologists, some of whom-though not all-were specialists in science, as echoed in the title of a collective work published in 1998: Des sciences et des techniques, un débat (Sciences and technologies: a debate).
12 Launched at the École des hautes études en sciences sociales, the debate aimed to highlight proposals to renew the field, as a certain number of articles published in the Annales during this period had already indicated. In 1995, Dominique Pestre signed a sort of manifesto "for a social and cultural history of science."
13 From the very title of his essay, Pestre presented himself as the spokesman for a new, distinctly French history of science, capable of taking up the mantle as it had been reconfigured by the Annales over the two preceding decades.
14 Through his references, he envisioned this renewal in connection with a group of authors from the anglophone world who had contributed to the creation of what is now called "science studies." He also drew on a dialogue with the Centre de sociologie de l'innovation, founded at the École des mines in 10. The journal Science in Context was thus founded in 1987 with the following mission statement: "Science in Context is an international journal ... devoted to the study of the sciences from the points of view of comparative epistemology and historical sociology of scientific knowledge. The journal is committed to an interdisciplinary approach to the study of science and its cultural development-it does not segregate considerations drawn from history, philosophy and sociology. Controversies within scientific knowledge and debates about methodology are presented in their contexts." 11. It is worth noting that French reviews of the original 1967, where research led by Michel Callon and Bruno Latour elaborated a "sociology of translation" based on actor-network theory and investigations into the anthropology of science and technology, research and innovation policies, and the construction of markets and practices. 15 It is significant that Pestre chose to publish his manifesto in the Annales and not the Revue d'histoire des sciences or the Revue de synthèse, both well-established outlets for other epistemological traditions in France (the histories of which still need to be written). 16 In fact, the proposal to renew the discipline and its actors had already been broached a few years earlier, within the new institutional framework of the Centre de recherche en histoire des sciences et des techniques, backed by the recently created Cité des sciences et de l'industrie. Though rather interesting, its results have remained relatively unknown, despite a publication which set out to appraise the impact of research produced in the 1970s and 1980s on the historical and sociological study of science.
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This book was mainly about the role the sociology of science-as opposed to both philosophy and history-should play in reflections on science and modern technologies.
Des sciences et des techniques, un débat mobilized a broader community of specialists in the social sciences, thus revealing the dividing lines that were emerging between various currents grouped under different disciplinary banners in philosophy, history, anthropology, or sociology. He was not alone. The contribution of Jean-Claude Perrot advanced another proposition to renew the field that relied on history, though it was not presented as programmatic. A third proposal more discreetly looked to epistemology and the philosophy of science, notably through the texts on scientific objectivity compiled by Daston. Technology also assumed its rightful place as a leading object of study and a social issue, and was covered in three sections devoted to innovation, material culture, and economics. 19 Significantly, Koyré's project no longer had a place in all this, despite its promise, formulated after the Second World War, of a "history of philosophical and scientific ideas" reinvigorated by a dialogue with history.
20

The History of Science and History
In fact, sometime around the 1990s, the debate on the "scientific revolution"-notably as it had been revived in Britain-had already moved on considerably from both Koyré's propositions and the ideas inherited from a positivist conception of the history of science that had persisted well into the 1970s. 21 However in France, precisely because it had been undertaken elsewhere, criticism of the paradigm did not influence the entire profession (already rife with internal divisions). Studies on Galilean and classical science continued to develop, centered on major figures within their respective national pantheons-Galileo, René Descartes, and Isaac Newton. 22 These publications were based on a considerable labor of critical reading 23 Of course, the genre of overarching grand narratives would ultimately come to be considered a thing of the past. However, the large number of elements that were already being reworked and which would contribute to the recomposition of a domain that had never really been unified had not yet become fully visible. Only a few signs had been registered, such as the "rise, among general historians, of research pertaining in one way or another to the history of science and technology." 24 The quiet arrival of "general historians" can be interpreted as one of the major results to emerge from the "critical turn" of the Annales, itself grounded in ongoing projects related to the social history of culture in the 1970s and 1980s. ; publications on the science of governance and managing territories, exemplified in the work of Jean-Claude Perrot 28 ; and similar works on the science of man and naturalism, led by Jacques Roger. 29 In the works that stemmed from these studies, there was a shift toward criticism of the paradigm of the industrial revolution, with the youngest generation also participating in the debate on the connections between the scientific revolution, the industrial revolution, and the growth of capitalism opened by Margaret Jacob. 30 Numerous bridges were built between these various lines of inquiry, all contributing to the renewal of the dialogue between science and technology that had been interrupted by the grand narrative of the scientific revolution. In other words, while France had not experienced a federating controversy emblematic of a new way of envisioning science during the early modern period, French researchers had embraced a manifold form of modernity.
In the mid-1990s, a "new history of science" thus drafted a modified map of future projects, examining the non-institutional places of science (from typographers' workshops to salons and courts, from coffee houses to arsenals), scholarly practices as well as concepts, and circulation as something beyond the simple process of transmission. By sketching out different road maps, these new approaches hastened the crisis of the paradigm of the scientific revolution understood as an epistemological rift generated by exceptional individuals and centered on objects of a strictly intellectual nature. In the 1990s, in other words, the presence of historians in the epistemological and theoretical debates feeding the social sciences encouraged the identification of different epistemological registers that could be used to evaluate the legitimacy of both scholarly pronouncements and the collectives that contributed to producing them.
At this time, reception of Shapin and Schaffer's works in France depended as much on their potential proximity to the questions historians were already asking as on the growing importance of science studies, which still had a relatively low profile. This is clear in Chartier's review of the translation of Shapin and Schaffer's book on the air-pump, published in Le Monde des livres. 31 The historian of books and the written word was particularly interested in the "new and decisive subjects offered by the history of science: the specific logics governing experimental practices, modes of certification and technologies of proof, textual and material ways of transmitting knowledge, and the forms established between the conception of scientific practice and the method of exerting power."
32 All of these subjects are recognizable and relevant for the historian. 
Science(s) and the Social Sciences
However, to trace the turn that took place in the history of science in France during the 1990s, it is not enough to follow the single guiding thread of the scientific revolution. The methodological and epistemological debates I have broadly sketched out were not limited to the early modern period. They also introduced an analytical tool, "regimes of knowledge," which encouraged historians to distinguish less between periods that succeeded one another based on a rhythm of rupture and/or paradigm shifts than between the discontinuities that marked distinct sociopolitical and economic configurations. Just as we may speak of an "old regime" of knowledge production, the growing number of studies focused on more recent periods has notably brought to light the existence of a modern "regime" of technoscience. What remains today of this moment of critical refoundation? What perspectives does this new road map of research open up? While this article does not offer an exhaustive and unequivocal response to these two questions, it nonetheless seeks to indicate some of the major shifts that have taken place since this moment. These shifts have contributed to expanding the world of the "history of science and technology" and have brought to light new cross-disciplinary questions that extend beyond the perimeter of the social sciences to the natural, earth, and life sciences. In particular, they have caused the question of nature to emerge in a new form. 35 In the debates of the 1990s, this issue figured primarily through the work of anthropologists and was examined according to multiple lines of inquiry, in turn adapted to fit distinct research programs. The proliferation of publications, seminars, conferences, and collective projects, inseparable from the funding and support invested in such subjects by public research institutions, prevents any facile overview of the works that have been generated. This is especially the case since, although its visibility was relatively low, the issue of nature was already central to the manifesto of science studies-at least as Latour had conceived the program based on his analysis of the relationship between science, technology, and politics. "If an anthropology of the [early] modern world were to exist, its task would consist in describing in the same way how all the branches of our government are organized, including that of nature and the hard sciences, and in explaining how and why these branches diverge as well as the many arrangements that bring them together," he wrote as early as 1991. 36 At the same time and with the Ingold notably highlights a change of paradigm in the relationship between the social sciences and nature: "the idea of a historical rupture in the relationship between societies and nature; the planetary dimension of ecological phenomena; and, finally, the previously unheard-of reflexivity of societies in their relationship to the environment" (p. 11). An idea of the abundance of studies published in this field can be gleaned from the eighty-three pages of reviews at the end of the special issue. This collection provides an excellent illustration of the domain's rapid expansion and its tendency to become increasingly autonomous, with a diversity of approaches matched by the diversity of spaces and periods covered. 36. Latour, We Have Never Been Modern, 15. In this essay, iconoclastic in both tone and subject matter, a paragraph is devoted to the "Crisis of the Critical Stance" and the "three distinct approaches to talking about our world: naturalization, socialization, and increased exposure that came from institutional recognition, nature found itself at the center of the French anthropological agenda, as attested by the creation of the chair in "Anthropology of Nature" at the Collège de France in 2001. Its holder, Philippe Descola, described the program as seeking "to understand the unity of humans through the diversity of the means they employ to objectify a world from which they cannot be dissociated." 37 The convergence of these various programs, which grew from very different origins, was accompanied by an increase in other types of studies, emanating from philosophers of science 38 and other anthropologists outside France who, like Tim Ingold, set themselves the task of reformulating or surpassing the boundaries between nature and culture. 39 These studies were fruitful and have undoubtedly contributed to the progressive emergence of interest in the environment, one of the areas in which the history of science and technology is currently undergoing its most evident forms of renewal.
For some, this issue has become the subject of a distinct type of history: environmental history. 40 This field is central to the interpretation of our modern societies as risk societies. with the critique of technological reason and echoing the contemporary deindustrialization of Western societies. 42 It is nourished by a sizeable group of studies on the climate, focusing on its place in the modern world or on the possible ways of conceptualizing its history. 43 As a new subject of the history of science, the climate encourages practitioners of the discipline to reconsider an issue traditionally studied by historians and philosophers: temporality. This is clear in the work of Dipesh Chakrabarty, a historian from India based at the University of Chicago, who proposes inscribing the study of these questions within a framework of chronologies drawn from earth science. 44 Indeed, if "the climate crisis ... produces problems that we ponder on very different and incompatible scales of time," then, to put it briefly, we should introduce a new scale into our analyses, one that is "planetary" as distinct from "global," and which displaces the resolutely anthropocentric approaches of the social sciences.
45 Thus Chakrabarty, who fifteen years ago encouraged historians to "provincialize" Europe, now encourages us to go one step further in the scales of provincialization: the issue is now the globe itself, which has become a province in relation to the universe.
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This work joins the radical critique of historical reason by historians from other historiographical traditions, such as Harvard professor David Armitage, a specialist in the intellectual history of early modern imperial ideologies who has recently taken up the defense of the longue durée in his "manifesto" for history.
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It also ultimately echoes a broader movement among historians to explore connections between disciplines that are currently either desirable or fruitful. Some of The latter article opens with the following declaration: "Anthropogenic global warming brings into view the collision-or the running up against one another-of three histories that, from the point of view of human history, are normally assumed to be working at such different and distinct paces that they are treated as processes separate from one another for all practical purposes: the history of the earth system, the history of life including that of human evolution on the planet, and the more recent history of industrial civilization (for many, capitalism 49 involving doctors, psychologists, sociologists, biologists, chemists, mathematicians, and computer scientists, which has led to the emergence of a new paradigm: the "social neurosciences." 50 The small step from the social neurosciences to neurohistory was taken by Daniel Lord Smail's book On Deep History and the Brain, and in recent years its echoes can be observed not only among specialists in the social sciences but also among some historians. 51 The proximity between studies of the environment and sciences devoted to nature and the earth feeds into the critique of anthropocentrism in both its European and global-or rather, planetary-dimensions. In so doing, it risks putting an end to the historicization of the questions we ask about nature and referring them back to the regimes of temporality generated by the natural sciences.
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Have we thus reached the limits of the dialogue between the sciences of nature and the earth and the sciences of man and society? The question merits discussion, since, beyond the environment, other subjects present similar characteristics as soon as one begins to consider the possibility of a collaboration between the social and natural sciences. Here again, it is necessary to explore the multiple genealogies behind the current connections, an undertaking that would undoubtedly lead to the rediscovery of the epistemology of science in the tradition of Georges Canguilhem and Michel Foucault. 53 These few milestones, marking out some lines of thought to pursue and a history that remains to be written, suggest the considerable widening of the domain of the "history of science," a widening that has both enriched and fragmented the field. New temporalities and spatialities are mobilized according to readings that are specific to our society, within which they are inscribed and to which they refer.
Ceremonies of Measurement versus the Grand Narrative of Modernity
Schaffer's work over the long term since Leviathan and the Air-Pump points toward a number of the questions I have raised. But he has also shaped these interrogations, as attested by his role as a reference point for many of the studies cited here. In a general sense, studies of controversies have gained a place well beyond the field of science and technology, having long left the British landscape and the "airpump" and moved on to all periods and subjects. The analysis of material, literary, and social technologies that was employed in Leviathan has also gained new territory and continues to enhance our understanding of the social production of knowledge. But at the moment when they were perfected and tested, these technologies also aimed to put an end to the "grand narrative of modernity." This is the point on which I would like to focus here, since this "grand narrative" is more central than ever in current debates-especially if Chakrabarty and Armitage's propositions are considered as its ultimate critique. The very expression mobilizes two distinct questions: that of the grand narrative and that of modernity. These are not unrelated, of course, but dissociating them here will help provide some clarity on the issues and the debates borne by the new history of science.
Making Sense of World Polycentrism
Following on from two of his previous articles, the text on ceremonies of measurement that Schaffer has published in this issue of the Annales demonstrates the engagement with the "faraway" that has become central to his research over the last ten years. One could effectively consider this article as echoing both "Newton on the Beach," which charts the global networks that converge in the Principia mathematica, 55 and "The Asiatic Enlightenments of British Astronomy," which investigates the Asian sources that made Newton a scholarly reference in India in the 1780s. 56 By focusing on the personality and the work of Tafazzul H ø usain Khān, who first translated the Principia into Arabic in Bengal in 1789, Schaffer notably sought to highlight the complexity of the translation practices at work in the circulation of Newton's texts in this part of the world. At the same time, he pointed to the various interpretations of Newton, as much on the part of colonial administrators as on that of the Indo-Persian scholars with whom scientific collaborations were established and intensified. 57 This article, fed by a close dialogue with Kapil Raj, 58 is based on a long-term study of both the archives and the abundant historiography concerning the Asiatic Society, founded in 1784. Without retroactively inventing a sense of continuity, it could be suggested that all three texts share in and construct the same itinerary: if there is no single History of how science has been made but rather many histories, these are to be found in a scattered and diverse group of scenes in which the issue of translation is played out, each time in a different way.
In one case, it involves Newton's Principia; in another, it concerns the science of measurement, directly issued from the conceptual matrix of Newtonian physics. In all three articles, the narrative structures are comparable. Schaffer displaces the certainties inherited from the grand narrative of early modern science: for scholars in the burgeoning British Empire, regular visits to India and familiarity with its history and sources made it possible to assert that Buddhism and Newtonianism were a single science with the same global origins. 59 The "Newtonian revolution" was not accomplished in an office, nor did the emergence of metrology produce a pure science that would at last be exempt from ritual. 60 These histories support the powerful argument that procedures of mediation provide a better understanding of the multiplicity of interlaced elements through which the kaleidoscope of the early modern world emerged. Consequently, the history of early modern science may be understood as a process of intermediaries or "go-betweens," to borrow the title of the 2009 volume containing the article devoted to Tafazzul. When put into perspective, these three texts reflect a reorientation in the intellectual trajectory of Schaffer, as it moved away from the Royal Society in London and the history of science during the Enlightenment. 61 This inflection led him to read Newton differently and from another center of gravity, considering the ways that different kinds of actors used the scientist and sometimes reading his work in the same way and on the same level as other sources that were more iconoclastic for a historian of science. Schaffer's "beach" indicates the need to inscribe the examination within an extended geography of the world. It points to an epistemology of science that investigates small arrangements between practitioners belonging to different social orders and different worlds and the mobilization of the vast global theatre for making sense of them.
This shift runs parallel to the one that has taken place in other fields of research over the last twenty years, as recent historiography has broken down the barrier raised up by earlier studies on the grand narrative of early modern science. This barrier confined the examination solely to the London-Paris axis, relegating all other spaces in Europe and, to an even greater extent, the rest of the world to the non-places and unspoken realm of the "periphery"-whether geographical, 62 chronological, 63 or disciplinary. 64 One is thus obliged to admit that the legacy of 63. The mathematical primacy of Renaissance Italy came to an end with the country's peripheralization as soon as it ceased to produce figures such as Galileo. As a consequence, Italy provided its European audience with a model of pantheonization where the heroes of "modern science" were transformed into the new martyrs of backward societies. The "Black Legend" that haunted the Iberian peninsula was deeply associated with the story of its inability to have jumped on the train of modernity at the right moment. 64. The model of the scientific revolution was also a physico-mathematical one, as highlighted above. Modernization was therefore measured against the growth of this the history of science as a history of ideas contributed to the development of one of the main lacunae occulted by this history: its situatedness in space. In this way, the center-periphery pairing has functioned as the implicit reference of the dynamics mobilized by the model of the scientific revolution. Even after research was directed toward empires within the context of the international "Science and Empires" program, this pairing continued to play a decisive role. Its trace can be found in the first publications associated with this program and even before, in the following question posed by Needham:
That Chinese discoveries and inventions there were, we have long known; that they were transmitted one after the other to Europe, we can demonstrate or know to be extremely likely; but the extraordinary paradox arises that while many, even most, of them had earth-shaking effects upon occidental society, Chinese society had a strange capacity for absorbing them and remaining relatively unmoved.
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Only recently has a critical reexamination of the "Needham question" led to a shift in the study of science in non-European worlds, introducing the perspectives of locality and circulation. 66 In another register and according to different methods and calendars, research on the various parts of Europe and their role in the development of science, technology, and knowledge in the early modern era has not only hastened the reformulation of our comprehension but also raised our awareness of other spatial and thematic connections. 67 Today, the historiographical landscape of modernity is infinitely more mixed and new regions continue to be explored according to a dual movement that leads them to feed off and into each other, with new investigations strongly contributing to deconstructing the idealized and imaginary Europe of the scientific revolution. The political, linguistic, social, and religious heterogeneity of that part of the world-now reenvisioned by some as the furthest reach of the Eurasian landmass-encourages scholars to measure the early modern period from the perspective of a broader spatialization which points toward a polycentric world. Furthermore, by increasing the range of areas examined, these studies have also altered the questions that are posed, considering fields other than those we call "the field, according to the rationale of a teleological vision of history that saw a continuity between the "scientific revolution" and the "industrial revolution." The shift from research into the physico-mathematical sciences toward questions about the natural sciences was therefore crucial in the reconfiguration of research agendas over the last thirty years, and has increasingly gathered speed since the early 2000s. sciences" today. Reinserted into relationships which more closely resemble the grammar of early modern knowledge, natural history, cartography, and medicine now occupy a central place on the agenda of historians of science. While the list of these studies urging us to take a different look at the early modern period is decidedly too long, it nonetheless confirms that, by adopting diverse paths and approaches, they are shaking up the grand narrative of modernity centered on Europe. In particular, they have given their own centrality over to the colonies as laboratories of European science, underlining its imperial aspect and revealing the multiple circulations on which it depended.
Science between Newton and Gulliver
These studies have brought a whole new scale of analysis to bear: that of the globe, which, without eliminating other scales, often leads to their reordering. Schaffer's research makes use of both the local and the global scale. "These essays," he writes, "suggest that scientific knowledge is often constructed in a local and trivial way, that it relies not only on particularly brilliant or rational methods but also on efforts of persuasion and credibility." 68 The charm of the history of metrology as proposed in "Ceremonies of Measurement" thus rests on its trivial, anecdotal nature. Schaffer lays out parallel itineraries leading from Guinea or Senegal to Venice or Basel by way of Nuremberg or Lagado, real and fictional places distributed between Europe, Africa, Asia, and within literature. By following these bypaths and backstreets, he little by little sketches out a framework for what he calls the "world history of sciences." Attention should be paid to the fact that, in this text at least, the history called upon only seems to be legitimized by the choice of subject, the centering of the reflection on the "worldly extension of measurement practices": "The concern in this article is to use these stories of mediations and rituals as ways of reflecting on the worldly extension of measurement practices and thus on that of the science of these practices, metrology." 69 It is thus a proposal for a world history of science that is primarily a history of its "worldly extension," in which the scale of analysis seems to preexist the object studied. This raises an initial question: is this extension the single issue of a world history of science, and would the history of science then become a world history with the emergence of worldwide scientific practices? If that is what is being proposed, it deserves to be examined and, a fortiori, to be made explicit. This would enable it to be compared with other ways of thinking about knowledge production as it is articulated along various scales and according to other chronologies or perspectives. To the contrary, in this text Schaffer does not make reference to global history-such silence is undoubtedly a deliberate choice which begs for clarification since it implies a rejection. 70 scale is used, one stands out, establishing it as a tool aiming to compare and even combine the effects of the knowledge it produces with that produced by other scales. In this sense, the history of "worldly extension" could be one of the histories that is used to grasp the complexity of the exchange between actors, most certainly local and situated but also inscribed within other circuits of exchange and depending on other stories unrelated to that extension. Among the issues raised by a reading of Schaffer are the questions posed by historians more generally: scales of analysis, the use of case studies, comparativism, and histoire croisée or connected history-not as part of a unified paradigm of the type generated by the Annales but in the multiple and contradictory directions opened up by the "critical turn" of the late 1980s. 71 Reading this work and that of other historians of science, one is surprised by the distance between the two approaches, as though-in spite of all the shifts that may be identified in their research programs-these scholars still had to show the uniqueness of their method. Yet a broad convergence between history and the history of science is more necessary than ever. It is the only way to avoid a rift between a retrospective narrative framing the history of the early modern world as one of globalization, and the many narratives-voiced through various case studies and too hastily likened to microhistory-of alternative ways of shaping the social through knowledge and technologies. In Schaffer's recent studies, the worldly scale and its capacity to reveal the extension of practices and norms arises from a particular time and place. This is Britain, that tiny fraction of Europe which, during the ascendant phase of its imperial project, found itself the bearer of dynamics leading to the emergence of new forms of knowledge and scientific and technological production through which modernity imposed itself on the world. At the moment when, as my brief survey 71. In the decade following the publication of Jacques Revel, ed., Jeux d'échelles. La micro-analyse à l'expérience (Paris: Gallimard/Seuil, 1996), which grew out of a research seminar at the EHESS, investigations and debates multiplied in France, raising the issues of scales and methods. As a reminder, the propositions of histoire croisée (intersecting history) and histoires connectées (connected histories) developed at the same time. has shown, all kinds of investigations into science and knowledge are multiplying in all kinds of contexts, and studies concerning all parts of the globe, all actors, objects, and sources, are becoming relevant, what is the significance of Schaffer's exercise in identifying "worldly extension"? In relating the infinite variety of ceremonies of measurement to the only one that triumphed-the European one-do we not risk losing sight of the meaning, validity, and purpose of all the others? In particular, what about those that were able to function elsewhere in time and space as standards setting the measurement of exchange? In other words, what should one do with the tales that did not enter into the process connecting Newton to India?
In the introduction to the collection of his articles recently translated into French, Schaffer writes that "these stories essentially took place in Western Europe, primarily Great Britain and France," and extend to other spaces as "the reader is invited to take a trip" to the Americas, Asia, and elsewhere. 72 He thus reminds us of his own itinerary, which began with his early research on Europe-between London and Paris-and then extended to the world beyond. By working on early modern science, Schaffer was retracing the construction of modernity, even though he used a different index than the alignment of geniuses on an arc describing progress and its propagation throughout the world. Through his choice of guiding thread, the phenomenon he studies is not only identified with systems of knowledge of which the validity was constructed through the controversies that occupied European scholarly circles. It is also associated with the history of Britain and the advent of its empire during the Enlightenment. Thus, by choosing to follow the trail of Newtonian astronomy, even in the most exotic places and through its most unexpected variations (for instance, by using India to connect the Newtonian project of natural philosophy to that of natural theology, and to reread the two together 73 ), is Schaffer not effectively continuing his examination of modernity associated with the production of early modern science, even if it is from a fresh perspective? The production of early modern science is not challenged as a relevant category of analysis, and continues to be tasked with shedding light on the advent of modernity, notably through one of its most important variations at the geopolitical level: globalization.
An Archaeology of Scientific and Technical Knowledge
An initial return to Europe between the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries suggests that the work of both scholars and intermediaries in science was mobilized as much by botanical surveys and projects to decipher the languages of the world as by astronomical observations. In this respect, the focus of Schaffer's research on the field of astronomy suggests two questions: Has worldly extension only followed the paths of early modern physics and metrology, and should the worldly extension of measurement practices be considered its only or even central 72. Schaffer, preface to La fabrique des sciences, 7. 73. Schaffer, "The Asiatic Enlightenments." pillar? Answering this question encourages, for example, a consideration of the gestures shared by astronomers, botanists, and philologists at a time when their practices and nascent professional identities had yet to be separated from one another, and their relationship to objectivity remained to be stabilized. 74 We also know that other genealogies of modernity have been proposed, as suggested by Foucault, who followed a distinctly different thread from that of natural philosophy. This returns us to another question, involving the status that Schaffer assigns to the physico-mathematical sciences in relation to other fields that are less explored in his work.
Yet Schaffer was familiar with Foucault's corpus, and its influence can be felt in his interest in instruments and technologies. 75 His research on metrology is part of this genealogy, for the science he aims to describe does not exist without the world of artisans, instrument makers, and inventors working alongside chemists, doctors, jurists, and theologians. 76 As he clearly stated in another article, "the traditional boundaries between epistemology and practice" should be "questioned."
77 As a historian of both science and technology, Schaffer reflects more broadly on the role of "technology" in the establishment of early modern science and offers a conclusion of a similar magnitude: widely debated work, Pomeranz can be understood to be reflecting on a history of technology that does not seem to be indexed with modernity and whose economic and social order does not find its ultimate expression in capitalism. From this point of view, the early modern period-reduced to a division of history whose relevance and limits would have to be redefined-offers today's world open horizons for research. It encourages us to historicize the development of capitalism and to frame it within a plurality of regimes of production in which other alliances between knowledge, technology, and societies have been possible. The history of China during the Ming and Qing periods provides resources and a rapidly expanding historiography that make it possible to envision other convergences and divergences, as the article that Schaffer published in the Annales in 2005 indicates.
84
Recounting the Histories of the Sciences
The final question that Schaffer's work prompts us to ask concerns the ousting of the grand narrative. This preoccupation can be observed throughout his work, primarily in his preference, since the publication of Leviathan in 1985, for articles over books. In his introduction to La fabrique des sciences, Shaffer is careful to explain that he proposes "a collection of short stories or 'histories,' not a sweeping saga" 85 in order to construct the "histories of the sciences"-a plural that is taken up in the title of the volume. Indeed, all of his studies share the same concern, which is also an epistemological choice. They aim to make explicit his refusal of the "incredibly widespread idea ... that science obeys a single method and progresses in an even way-the reason that historians of science are usually expected to write this rectilinear course, marked by scientific progress and the triumph of moral values, into their work." 86 In its place, he sets the historian of science a different task: "to familiarize the reader with the notion of 'strangeness' by offering tales presenting other worlds and other peoples, excluded from the domain of reason by force, silence, or disdain." 87 In "Ceremonies of Measurement," the rejection of the idea of a linear and Eurocentric production of metrology is borne up by a precise literary technology: an assembly of scenes linked to one another in a kaleidoscope that reveals those other worlds that have been excluded. This is one of the major strengths of Schaffer's work. He is concerned with giving a voice back to those who have been silenced by history, not only to the 84. Simon Schaffer, "L'inventaire de l'astronome. Le commerce d'instruments scientifiques au XVIII e siècle (Angleterre-Chine-Pacifique)," Annales HSS 60, no. 4 (2005): 791-815. It is worth recalling the mission statement of this article, set out on p. 791: "Two aspects of the use of instruments are envisioned here: by constructing knowledge, they act as mediators between the world and their users; by elaborating communities of knowledge, they mediate between various users. The history of science has recently sought to demonstrate the articulation between these two uses, since the question of knowledge is related to the social order." 85. Schaffer European artisans who featured in his history of scientific instruments but also to those who have appeared on the multiple stages of the world's theater. However, this desire-already formulated by Antonio Gramsci in the 1920s-is not matched by a consideration of the nature of these tales, whose origins may lie in distant lands but which are, for the most part, recorded in almost exclusively Western sources and mobilized in an investigation whose priorities are defined by European history-as is the case in "Ceremonies of Measurement." In the spaces Schaffer explores at least, the distribution of both sources and voices is unequally shared and, even if he introduces many actors into a story that thus becomes a history of science, the voices and actions of these actors nonetheless do not have the same weight, legitimacy, or traceability. It is essential to acknowledge that the extent to which their traces have been erased varies depending on moments, spaces, and types of encounters as well as according to the places from which the practices of intermediation are observed. The scenes are arranged in a particular way and the kaleidoscope is moved, in one sense or another, by the narrator-just as it was in the public spectacles that Schaffer was one of the first to place at the heart of the history of science. 88 The "short stories" or histories 90 through which the obstacle of the grand narrative of science is avoided and its legitimacy definitively dismissed are thus mobilized as a method in the work itself. That is what leads Schaffer to travel along with his readers, rather like the Enlightenment authors who spoke of the foreign (fictional or real) in order to better speak about themselves. Jonathan Swift joins François Bernier and Montesquieu in his repertory of references. 91 The reference to literary texts is also evidence of a particular model of writing and its processes. The humorous tone adopted by Schaffer, which in no way sacrifices the seriousness of his references or a precise and rigorous knowledge of his sources, could also be an echo of the choices made by those of his predecessors now identified as the founding figures of modernity-whereas scholars who write a critical history of the world as a history of its modernization through science have generally opted to set aside Gulliver's Travels. Or at least that is one possible hypothesis. Irony also appears sciences, along with the mythologies that accompanied them. For all who take up the challenge, however, the path that avoids substituting the myth of globalization in progress for that of triumphant modernity is a narrow one.
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